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Planning & Development Standing Committee
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Proposed Zoning Amendments to
the Use and Dimensional
Requirements for 1,2,3 Family and
Multifamily Housing

City Council - Planning and Development
January 19, 2022

Overview

* Clarifications & General Comment Responses
* History of Two Family in Gloucester

* Summary of Buildout

* Building Height in the Region

The Planning Director provided a brief overview of his presentation.

The Planning Director gave a brief overview of some general comments he had in response to the
guestions posed at the last P&D meeting. He wished to make it very clear that each of the proposals was
not designed to solely create affordable housing. He explained that the only way affordability was
protected was by deed restriction and stated that the City currently had over 1,000 units of subsidized
housing. He further explained that the Housing Production Plan (HPP) addressed subsidized housing
within a community and added that the City expanded on that to look at the need for housing across all
markets. The Planning Director also explained that approval of each of the proposed amendments was
entirely under the control of the City Council.
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The Planning Director gave a brief history of the two-family home, as explained above in the slide, and
stated that he had researched the past zoning ordinances on how two-family homes had been treated. He
stated prior to the 1960s and 1970s there were very few zoning districts with broad requirements. He
stated since then the City had tightened up on the allowance for housing from increasing lot size
requirements to adding special permits for certain use.

The Planning Director shared the activity level of recent conversions and new two family and three
family construction. He explained that there was the conversion of a one-family home to a two-family
home 47 times, which resulted in the creation of 47 new units; there were 8 newly constructed two-family
homes, which resulted in the creation of 16 units; 11 converted two-family to three-family homes,
resulting in the creation of 11 units; and 4 conversions from a one-family home to a three-family home,
with the creation of 8 additional units. The Planning Director explained that the special permit process
was a conditional use permit, which meant that there may be increased standards to comply with, but that
there was an allowance.

The Planning Director shared the above plot graph showing the units of potential change in development
of two- and three-family homes by right. He stated the red part of the graph depicted the potential
number of units under the current ordinance. He pointed out that there was no change, but a matter of
process, in the R-10 and R-20 districts. In the R-30, R-40 and R-80 districts, he stated, the resulting
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change between what could potentially happen right now and what could happen if the proposed changes
were enacted, was a function of that reduction in the doubling of the lot size requirement for a two family.
He stated currently there were 59 lots that could convert from a one to two family without exterior
modification. He stated from a potential perspective based on the two-family discussion there were
approximately 100 units that were new potential associated with the proposed amendment changes. He
stated with the R-5 district there was an added potential of 548 units. All total, he stated, there was
approximately 2,300 units that had the potential to be created with approximately 100 more being added
across the residential districts excluding the R-5. He stated, in comparison, over the three-year period
referenced in the slide above, there were 82 created units.

The Planning Director explained that not every lot would be able to make these changes which limited
the potential. He gave a brief overview of the total lots of each district and the number of compliant lots
within each district. He stated that most districts had a small percentage of lots that actually complied
with the dimensional requirements of the district. He added that in the RC-40 district there appeared to be
11 lots that would comply but there was as-of-right allowance for two families, which would only be
allowed by special permit, so the current potential number of units in the RC-40 would be the conversion
of single families at 11.

The Planning Director pointed out that there were 2,183 total lots in the R-5 district with a total unit
potential of 875 with the proposed amendments.

Councilor Memhard joined the meeting at 6:12 p.m. There was now a quorum of the full City
Council.

Councilor Gilman asked the Planning Director to explain where in the City the R-5 district was located.
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The Planning Director explained that the area depicted in dark orange was the R-5 district.

Councilor Grow asked the Planning Director to confirm if a nonconforming property would need to go
through the ZBA process as, he stated, not every property in every district would be eligible for these
changes. The Planning Director agreed. He stated the column marked compliant lots in the above
graph was based on the number of known variables that could be applied. He stated that there were other
factors that would limit the number of compliant lots further. He added that the graph did not consider
whether the structure on the lot was compliant, which could further limit the number of potential units.
The Planning Director stated the City did not have the data sources to perform an analysis of the location
of the structure on the lots to determine if there was compliance with setbacks. Councilor Grow asked if
the total potential lots was the absolute maximum total potential lots with the proposed amendments. The
Planning Director confirmed.

Councilor Grow referenced the number of new units from 2018 to current day as 82 and asked what the

target number of units was in the HPP in order to meet the needs for the City. The Planning Director
stated he believed the number was approximately 435.

The Planning Director explained how to calculate building height and pointed out that the four corners
of the building was considered, not just the highest corner.

Councilor O
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average of those points would be calculated which would create the plain from which the height of the
building gets measured.

The Planning Director stated this slide showed maximum building heights in communities in the North
Shore area. He stated that the likelihood of relief being granted for building heights between 30 feet and
35 feet was high and then anything beyond that height was reviewable by the City Council.

Councilor Gilman asked the Planning Director what the height calculation would be if all four corners
of a flat roof were 30 feet with the peak of the roof at 35 feet. The Planning Director stated that the
height would be the height of the roof at 35 feet.

Councilor Grow asked the prevalence of buildings already above the 30-foot level within the City. The
Planning Director stated that the City did have visual data regarding buildings but stated that the
resolution of the data was difficult to see so he was unable to provide that number. The Planning
Director stated that he was of the opinion that there were currently 35-foot houses within the City.

Councilor Grow asked the Planning Director to recap the 45-foot discussion along the Central Business
District and what that meant in terms of what streets would be affected by the proposed amendments.

The Planning Director displayed the Zoning Map and stated that the Main Street district, the Central
Business District and the Civic Center District shown in yellow had structures already approaching 40
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feet to 45 feet. He stated in his previous presentation he had shown examples of projects that had recently
been permitted that would fall within the 45-foot height. He stated the redevelopment of the Cameron
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There was a brief discussion on the highlights of TOD. The Planning Director stated that it was an
overarching goal of the TOD proposal to have housing near transit nodes. He stated that there was
currently a dialogue with the State in terms of how TOD would be applied and interpreted. Councilor
Grow explained that this matter would come forward at a later date and was not relevant to the matter
currently before P&D.

Councilor Grow had technical difficulties at 7:03 p.m. so a brief pause was taken. Councilor Gilman
reviewed the dates of the upcoming ward meetings as follows:

1/26/22 Wednesday, Ward 2 Councilor Tracy O
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Q2. (Worthley): Stated there was a housing production goal of 435 units and the City had come up with
238 total units, not just conversions. Asked the Planning Director to clarify.

A2. (Cademartori): Stated that was multifamily units and the Halyard Apartments contributed to that
number.

Q3. (Worthley): Asked if affordable housing would be created by default with the proposed
amendments.

A3. (Cademartori): Stated that was not the case. Stated with the HPP effort, the public also had
concerns with housing types and housing supply, not just affordable housing.

Q4. (Worthley): Asked if the City had a way of measuring affordability of newly developed properties.
Asked if there was a methodology to figure that out.
A4. (Cademartori): Stated the Assessor
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Pamela Steele, 10 Pilot
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Shawn Henry, address not learned

Stated the entire list of the proposed amendments only fit within the existing zoning ordinances. Further
stated that if all of the other overlying requirements are met, one would be able to do what these
amendments provided for.

The Members of the P&D Committee thanked the Planning Director and the Assistant Planning
Director for their work regarding these proposed amendments.

Councilor Grow encouraged residents to attend one of the upcoming ward meetings for additional
discussion on this matter.

This matter will be continued to the February 16, 2022 P&D meeting.

2. Application of Islands End Realty Trust for the storage of propane at 132 Coles Island Road,
Assessors Map 259, Lot 7 (Cont. from 01/05/22)

Summary of Discussion: Adam Scott, Scott Energy stated that he was the representing the
homeowner, Brian Patrican as Trustee, Islands End Realty Trust. He stated the homeowner was building
a home at the end of Coles Island Road and stated that the home had a significant BTU load that called
for an exorbitant amount of gas storage. He added that the home had a commercial-sized generator, but
that there was an ice melting system that carried an extremely large BTU load, exceeding the State
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Councilor Gilman offered a motion, seconded by Councilor O





